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% RURAL FUTURES —|

LEGISLATIVE COMMISSIGN ON KURAL RESOURCES
STATE OF NFW YORK

The Commission on Rural Resources was éitablished by (hapter 428 of :the Laws of 1982, and »
began its work February, 1983. , A bipartisin Camission, its primary purpose is to prumote a
state~-level focus and averme for rural affairs polict and program development in New ‘York State.

The Camission provides state lawmakers with a unique capability and perspective from which
to anticipate and approach large-scale problems and opportinities in the state’s rural areas. In
addition, legislators who live in rural New York are in the mlnority and look to the Uamission
for assistanfe in fulfilling their responsibilities to constituents.

) The Canmnission seeks to amplify the efforts of others who are Interested in such policy
. areas as agriculture; business, economic development, and employment; education; government and
managenent ; environment, land use, and natural resources; transportaticn; houwsing, community
facilities, and venewal; human relations and comrunity life; and health care. It seeks to
support lawmkers’ efforts to preserve and enhance the state’s vital rural resources tlmxgh
positive, decisive action. ,
In order to obtaln a clearer plcture of key problems ard 'r‘;pportwnir.iss, the ‘Commission -.
invit:ed people to informal discussions at a Statewide Rural Development Symposium, held October
5-7, 1983, It was the first such effort of its kind in the state and nation. Workshop
participmts undertook in=depth examinatlons of key policy areas the Commission believed were
critical to the state’s future rural developnent,

-

Symposium parttcipants focused their discussions on ends, not means. In short, the
objective was to . identify key trends, strengths, weaknesses, goals, and opportunities for
advancement; not to present solutions, Once a clearer picture of these findings is drawn, the
next step will be to identify and propose the required, and hopefully innovative,

| reconmendations. This task will be the subject of a second, follow-up symposium. Another unique
. feature of the first symposium was the opportunity it provided participants to share their
| thinking with colleagues from throughout the state over a three-day period of intensive dialogue.

The Commission is happy to announce that the objective of the Symposium was accomplished.
Prelimliry reports, based on the findings, are being issued as planned, in connection with a
series of public hearings it is sporngoring across the state. The alm of these hearings 1s to
obtain public commentary on the prelimbmary reports. Followlng these, a final symposium report
-‘ will be prepared for submission to the Govermor and the State Legislature. It will also serve as
=" a resource report for the second statewlde syrmposivm on  recommendations,

4

The Camission I8 comprised of five &;sanblymm and five Senators with members appointed by
the leader of each legislative branch., Senator (harles D, Cook (R.-Delaware, Sullivan, Creene,
© Schotwrie, Ulster Counties) serves as Chairman. Assemblyran William L. Parwent (D.-Chautfuqua) "
is Vice Chalrman and Senator L. Paul Kehoe (R.-¥ayne, Ontario, Monroe) is Secretary., Members
: also include: Semator Willfam T. Snith (R.-Steuben, Chemurg, Schuyler, Yates, Senaca, Ontario);
,:' Semator Anthony M. Mastello (D.-Erie); Senator Thomas J, Bartoslewicz (D.~Kings); Assemblywomn
AN Lowdse M. Slaughter (D.-Monroe, Wayne); Assemblyman Michael McNulty (D.-Albary, Rensselaer);
: Assemblyman John G.A. 0'Neil (R.-St. lawrence); and Assemblyman Richard Coombe (R.-Sullivan,
| Delavare, Guwnango).

: New York State Leglslative Commission on Raral Resources U1 Senator Charles 1. Cook, Chalrman
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The kegialatlve.Commission on Rural ReaoJrces publishes herein one of

7 -
nine pre@tminary reporfﬁ from the Firsg Statewlde Legislative Symposium on L

Rural Development held October 5-7, 1983, Not only was this effort a "flrst"
4 L} ‘ f

for New York State,“hut‘?or‘the nation as well.

The purpose of the Symposium, and the public hearings that will follow,
18 to catalog the strengtthOf rural New York, to define {its problems, and to

establlsh goals for the next two decades. Neither the Symbosium nor the

hearings will deal with strategy-to develop our resources, address our °

problems, or accomplish our'goals. That will be the thrust of a later

ComMission effort. - - \ .

foster as objectively and

A

exhaustively as possible, an understqnding'of where we are and where we want

For the moment, it i8 our purpose to

to go. _ .

The Symposium reports in each subject area encompass the oral and written

Finhings of the rezpective-workshbpa, along with responses given at the
» «

Commisslon heuringlwhere the reports were presénted to State legislators for
comment and discussion. LIncorporated into this preliminary report is
subgequent comment froé group participants on points they felt needed
ampltf{cation. Also appended to the published product is basic resource
material intended to clarify points made in the reports. N

I wish to personally congratulate the Symposium part}cipants on the ve;y.
sound gnd gcholarly documents they have produced. However, thelr work is only

prellminary to the final product which will be 1ssued by the Commigsion once

the hearing prugcss i+ complete,




Those who ncéd this report are urgently invited to partlcipate in the

.

,public hearings that will be held throughout rural New York, or to submit

comments in writing to the Commission. Your suppdrtﬁ disagreemené or

commentary on specific points contained in the Symposium report will have a

gtrong inf&uence on the .final rgport of the Commission. i
Please dn your part in helping to define sound public policy for rural

[8) .
New York during the next two decades. r

Senator Charles D, Cook
Chairman

Legislative Commission on Rural Resources

.
’
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INTRODUCTION

A
i

Agriculture continues to be a dominant industry in New York State, one

that exerts substantial multiplier effects on regional economies. New York

~

agri&ultural'pr63qcts make their way 1ntoflocal, étate, natioﬁal, and global
parkets. In addition, a%riculture continues to be a major force that enhance
the quality of life and.landscape throughoué New York State.

The agrtculture'inéustry produces a variety of food, forage, forest,
ornamental, and animal products, on nearly ten million acres of land. An
important goal for the state is to ensure the continued availability anq
productive potential of farmland. We have witnesseql a dramatic decliné in

- 4

acr%ﬁ harvested in agriculture over the last thirty years, with onlwy a slight

reversal of this trend duringvthe 1970s.

The économic viability of agriculture was the major concern of workshop

partiefpants, who well recognize the high—risk, high=cost environment farmers \

S i ."\

typicaily operate in. Wide recognition of the need for increased individual
and collective marketing strategles and greater responsiveness to consumer =\\
demands 1s now“evident as Ney York producers seek to compete yith other states C
and nations. OQur agriculture inddstry faces helghtened pressure from other

o .
states to attract food processing and manufacturing firms. Participants

attributed the recent loss of a number of these firms ¢o other states to a
comparatively-poor climate Eor‘agribdsiness, and voiced the need for a
reversal of this trend. )

Another critical problémﬂfacing the agriculture industry 1is the gradual
and Insidious decline of roads and bridges which are vital to the agriculture
industry, as well as other user;. ~There 18 also increased concern that the
prowing number of non-farm residents in rural areas will further dilute the

. ’
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influence of the égriculture'éommunity in state and local decision making.

Members of the farm community have already noted the increasing incidence of

A5

nuisance complaints received from other users of the state’s rural resources.
An example is the attribution of algae in some New York'City reservoirs to

L]

river front farm pastures upstream.

One major policy question involves thg'meane to develop a more innovative
e . marketing atratégy for New York agr%cultural products, agd to engage the

| participation of all .components of New York'a'agricﬁitural products industry
in the success of this venture. Another is the question of some government
bureaucratlc prqcedures and regulatory measurés people feel Are~setious
barriers to innovation and progress in the agribulture industry. Thesé
subjects will be given considerable attention by lawmakers and otherg in the

¢
months andg§ears ahead.




WHERE RURAL NEW YORK IS TODAY

. ; .
Growth of population in rural areas du;ing the 1970s; assumed to be
continuing in the 1980s.. .

Increasing pressure from other states and nations competing in limited
markets.

Decline of $139 million {1 total market value of New York agricultural
products sold between f968 and 1978 (adjusted to 1980 dollars). Also,
the average per-acre market value of agricultural products produced in
New York declined from $249 to. $241 between 1969 and 1978.

Net farm income declined $78 5 million 1n the two years following 1ts
peak of $454.1 million in 1979.

-

%

Increasing pressure from other states to attract firma'in the food
procéssing and manufacturing sectors. Over the last decade, the number
of food manufacturing firms in New York State declined.by one-third and

- employment in these firms fell 22 percent,

' .

Gradual dec}ine of secondary roads and bridges vital to the agriculture
indudtry. ! . _

Recent 1ncréase in number of people engaged in direct marketing. 1In
1979 one-fifth of the farmers operating in "New York engaged in some
form of direct marketing. This may represent a return to levelg of
direct marketing common in the earlier part of the century.

Increase in debt-to-asset ratio in agriculture 1ndustry from 16.3 to
22.1 percent between 1973 and 1982,

The rate of decline in number of farms in New York slowed during the
1970s. However, there were about 990 fewer farms in 1982 than in 1978,

Total farmland acreage increased by 496,200 acres between 1974 and
1978, However, it declined by about 280,000 acres between 1978 and
1982, (Data on trends in the amount of prime agricultural land in
New York being lost to development are not available,)

Growing development pressure in the rural land market leading to
increases in agricultural land prices and higher property taxes.” The
average value of an acre of farmland rose from $326 in 1975 to $544 in
19820 ’

¥ .
Vo

The moderate-size farm is a declining segment of all farming:

- Increase in the number of ahall-(ander 50 acres) farms in recent
years. In 1978, 18.5 percent of all farms were under 50 acres.
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This figure increased to 22.1 percent in 1982.
- The percentage of the state’s farmland acreage owned by large
farms (greater than 500 acres) is growing; it rose from 28.5 to
30.2 between 1974 and 1978. (Data are not yet available for
\ 1982,) ' : A

.
: 4% e Increase in producer—owned proceasing facilities operated on a
) cooperative ‘basis, . ‘
e Declining number and 1ncreaaing average size of dairy farms., However,
total acreage in dairy-farms declined slightly in the state between
1974 and 1978 (1982 data are not yet available) :

e The dairy industry CDntinuea to be the largest sector of New York
agriculture. Moreover, the market value of dairy products increased as
a proportion of cash receipts from all New York agricultiural products
between 1978 and 1982, v '

e National food conaumption patterns have changed little overall in the
last two decades, with some major exceptions., Consumption of'dairy
products has declined as a percent of annual per capita consumption,
while poultry consumption ‘has increased.

e Increase in the number of farms producing specialty items.

Strengths and Assets - .

- ' Voo . '
TR

@ Land area and its diverse ownershipj relatively low land prices.

® Soil capabilities; New York State’s long history of soil and water
conservation activities.

e Climate conducive to the production of a wide variety of crops and
products.

¢ Abundance of surface and subsurface water resources; generally

well-distributed rainfall.
{

. Statewide diversity of agricultural producta, 1nc1uding food forage,
forest, ornamental, animals.

" ® Access to a variety of capital sources for most farﬁerq.

.e Proximity to local, large regional, and world markets.

e Interstate highway network, rail system, ports, and waterways that link
New York producers in agricultural regions to suppliers, processing
facilities, and markets thraughout the state and world. -

[ ] Managemeut skills and expertise of people 1nvalved in agriculture,

J
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| e Information, research, ‘and development resources, especially SUNY

1“"”\\\ College of Agriculture and Life Science at' Cornell, the Agricultural |

‘ o
\
|

' and Technical gaﬂiegee, and the Cooperative Extension.Service.

.® Proximity of processing and manufacturing facilities to most Ney York
State farmers, although this advanzhge may be lesaening.

' .8 !
® Large contribution of agriculture dndustry ‘to New York State 8 economy.
| . While employment in agricultural production and seirviges was 172,559,
- - total agriculture related employment amodnted to 567,548 in 1978. The v,
| agriculture-related economic multiplier is much higher than in most
other industries. Also, the value added per employee in food
manufacturing ranks higher than the average for all other New York -
manufacturing industries., * . .

(L4

J
° Longrhistory.of legislative support of agriculture}

Weakiesses or Problem Areas
. ; , .
®.Lack of innovative and progressive individual and collective marketing
of many commodities. Strong,need for Setter communication and linkages.
among producers, wholesalerg, retailerd, shippers, and other
. intermediaries in order to strengthen New York State products in
domestic and international markets. N
[’} * ’ 1
o New York State institutiona and individual consumption of local '
production represents-a large, under—exploited potential market.

‘e Some firms in food processing and manufacturing have been leaving New
. York recently. However, it 1s not clear 1f this represents-a net loss

v of production capacity., Still, much of the food consumed in New. York
is processed out-of~state, - kosher meat products processed
elsewhere.

e Opportunities and problems anticipated in future agricultural
production, marketing, and land use are not adequately dealt with by
s current state and local public policy. :
® Research and development efforts have not been targeted to areas of
,critical need, such as improved 'marketing or improved efficiencies that
would lower costs of production (e.g., the wine and grape ‘industry).
Need for a comprehensive and coordinated agricultural research agenda
in New York State. .

e Improvements in éroduction and management practices are not’ proceeding
as rapidly and effectively as needed in order for farmers to remain
competitive (e.g., the herd average of milk production in New York
State 18 12,500 pounds annually, whil& it could be 17,000. Also, it
takes the average dairy farmer 30 months to bring a heifer to :
production, whereas the induatry goal is 24 montha)

\
e Foreign competition and competition from other states have
N 4
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o successfully captured some of New York’ 8 markets, and provide a
' continuing challenge. . . . o

e High production/overhead costs in the agriculture industry, relative to
other industries, states, and countries. Both capital purchases and -
operating expenses in New York are well above the national averages., =~ =~ =
Real estate taxes, for instance, are among the highest in the nation. '
Also, New York farmers average the'Tifth highest monthly electicity

: bill in the nation\ ‘ ’ , .

e New York has a comparatively poor business climate, which is attributed
. to the high income tax on agxibusiness relative to other states.
: Certain aspects of environmental regulation also affect the climate for
agribusiness. ' '

. e The average age of farm operators in New York is 50, while the average
age E\Q:I employed persons in the state is 39, There is concérn the
young farmer cannot get into the farm business. , i
\ : ...
) Storage facilities for certain pendshdble products (such as potatoes,
" apples, cabbage, onions, and radishes) are limited, and the marketing
period for these commoditi s is therefore shortened.
. ® Conflicts with non-farm co unity members exist concerning farm smells : .
and sounds, ise of chemicals, trespass, surface and subsyrface water
' pollution,,and use of farm \equipment. .

\‘ ~\\

® Political recognition of and responsiveness to agricultural interests
| ) has been ambivalent., However, the potential for future farmer-rural —
' nonfarmer alliances to influ&nce decision making may be growing ag the
rural share of the state 8 deulation increases.
oA continuing preoccupation by.the Federal government Jith several °
commodities grown primarily in other regions of the United States has
put New York at a disadvsnt ge' with its own agricultural policies and .
programs. ) i . !
X ’ " ! [

° Although New York State as a whole produces a wide variety of

‘agricultural products, many substate areas, for example the Tug.Hill .
region, ldck agricultural diversity and therefore may be at risk .
economically. , |

e Harvested acreage has increased recently. However, we may be
witnessing the statewide substitution of marginal agricultural land for .
» prime, since most of the state’s prime agricultural 1snd is in urban o

fringe areas undergoing development.
. -,

e The existing serondary and rural road and bridge system is declining
across the state and needs to be maintained and upgraded since a
modern, efficient transportation network 1is essential to the
achievement of a competitive edge in aki markets.

@ Although farmers and farm organi?ations have access to.many sources of
. capital, they are not widely aware of sﬁste and local sources of

» ’ B . \ ' § '
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preferential interest monies that would aid basic agribusiness’ ’
development. I .

. »

.abound.

' T
v -

® There 18 a continuing bias againat career opportunities in agricultural
production and marketing by school guidanice Counselors and students.

]

\ I

[ .
COALS FOR RURAL NEW YORK
]
o Continue to maintain and enhance New York’ 8 land base for production of
agricultural products. - .
\.
° Expand food processing, manufacturing. and atorage facilities within
the state. . .

° Expand and/or diversify production in order to meet new markeﬁing
odportunitiea, , . X

® Develop foreign\and domestic markets for New York.products. Place  --

greater emphasis'.on New York State consumpgiOn of .in-state production.
Expand public and private promotion of New York State’s agricultural
products. /

e Improve New York congsumers’ understanding and aupport of a vital
efficient food and agricultural industry. o

o Encourage innovative marketing and entrepreneurial activities in
agriculture.

¢ Encourage a confinuing dialogue among the segments of 'the food a
industry; identify.common interests.

e Establish a comprehensive agenda for agriculture related research and.
‘development in New York to include marketing, as well as breeding. pest
control, production techniques equipment, and storage.

A [

e Increase state influence on Federal food and agriculturc policy.

¢ Encourage the continuation of a'long traditien of family farma.

o Maximize utilization of the state’s abandoned and marginal farmlands
for such uses ad pasture, forage production, and tree crops. Research
has shown that it may cost less to rehabilf'tate certain lands than for
the farmer to purchase new land ready for production.

) Increase student awareness of the New York State egriculture sector in
public school systems. ' ’

|

'o Public misconceptiona regarding agricultural pract.ices and economics | ' -




PUBLIC YOLYCY QUESTIONS TO BE ADDRESSED

e How can public and private cooperation develop more effective marketing
¢ strateglies? 1In particular, to:

- Foster.a continuing dialogue among components of the
‘ agricultural industry that is conducive to innovative
v marketing and entrepreneurial activities,

-~ Research new products and marketing opportunities (e.g., metric
/ packaging, unsalted butter, new varieties of barley for
breweries, hetter adapted varieties of grapes for the New York
wine indystry, specialty items) to improve the ccumpetitiveness
of New York State products.

- Fxrand promotion of New York State agricultural products and
puk:lic awaréness of New York agriculture.
‘ . '
® How can the loss of processing and manufacturing firms from New York
State to other states be reversed?

k&; ® How do we ensure the continued producéivity of the land base?
g

-~ Preservation of prime, unique, or important farmlands,
a especially in rapidly developing aveas.

-~ Provision of gtronger incgntives to keep land in farms where
land 1is highly auited to agriculture.

-~ Encourage nonagricultural development on lands not suitable for
agriculture.

e low do we encourage New York agricultural lands to be used for their
highest value use? Is there a need for state-wide crop planning based
on soll capability, future markets, climate, regional diversity, and
other relevant factors to help farmers make crop decisions?

e Current tax and regulatory structure: do they impose undue hardship on
varlous agricultural industries? Are there ways to reduce real
propesiy taxes on producers? To minimize bureaucratic "red tape" while
continuing to serve the public interest?

e How can conflict between agriculture and nonagricultural uses of rural
land (e.g., nulsance complaints, use of chemicals, trespassing) be
resolved or mitigdted?

e llow can we foster an ongoing dialogue among agriculture and food
rroductfon lndustries, and those st+te agencies that have an impact on
them {e.g,, Department of Envirnumental Conservation and State Board
af Eguallzatlon and Assessment)?

® Are there unanticipated, negative effects of commercial bank
derogulatlion that ghould be addreasod by public policy?

o , 1 3




Can the proapects for beginning farmers, who face prohibitively high
start-up costs ‘and heavy debt payments, be improved? ¢

Where property development rights are removed from agricultural lands,
how will landowners and lo~al taxpayers be fairly compeneated? How
will the local tax base be protected?

Climate, soil, and marketing influences are diverse across New York
State. How can agriculture policy, research, and practices recognize
and capitalize on this variability in order to realize the full
potential of New York? 1In addition, ‘how can sufficient diversity be
promoted within regions in order tu provide greater regional economic
stability?

What policies and programs would contribute to greater technology
transfer in areas of basic and applied research and management
innovation in order to develop new markets and product lines, and to
achieve léwer costs of production in today’s competitive environment?

What shpuld be the main focus of New York’s agriculture? How do we
rank related objectives, Lngluding production of food and fiber,
economic development, maintefiance’ of adequate nutritional standards,
provision of open space, air quality improvement, and other benefits?

14
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AGRICULTURE WORKSHOP PARTTCIPANTS

\

Moderator:

Senator L. Paul Kehoe

Facilitator:

David Smith e

Director of Intérgovernmentnl
Relatlons

Office of the LieutenanL Governor

AN

J. Roger Barber

Farmer, Embar Farms
Middleburgh, New York

Leland Beebe
Director of Public Affatrs
New York Farm Bureau

Donald J. Beevers

Director, Natural Resource
Policy

Temporary State Commissian on
Tug HLLL

Kim T. Blot

Director, Division of Rural,
Affatry

NYS Department of Agriculture

Gordon Conklin
kditor
Anerican Agriculturilst

Mark Lancelle

Asnoclate Professor

Department of Rural Soclology

NYS College of Agriculture
nnd Life Sclences

Dwayne L. Lipinaky

Speetal Asslstant to the
Commlusioner on Economic
NDeve lopment

NYS Department of Apriculture
and Markets

Resource Person:

. r
Richard McGuire

New York Farm Bureau
Box 100, RTE 9
Glenmont, New York 12077
‘Recorder:

Betay Blair
Senlior Program Analyst
Commission on Rural Resources

Participants

Jerry V, Livadas
Manager, Public Affairs
Government Relations

Agway,ilnc.

Edward A. MacNamara
President, Northeast Dalry
Cooperative Federation, Inc.

Janet Sedlack
Agricultural Analyst
Senate Research Services

Bernard Stanton
Professor of Agricultural
Economi cs
NY5 College of Agriculture
N and Life Sciences .

Gary Swan

Rural Affairs Advisor

Office of Remearch & Program
Development

New York State Assembly

Paul C. Thomasset

hatry Sales and Nutritional
Speclialigt; Inter~County Farmers’
Cooperative Association, Inc.
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| STATE OF NEW YORK POPULATION CHANGE
1970 - 1980

.. —

!
Loun
Low Growth (0.1-4.9%) ¢
] Medtum Growth (5.049,97) Statewlde Loss = 3.8%
% Hiph Growth (107 and above) o= URBAN COUNTIES
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Source: US. Bureau of the Census, 1980 Censuy of Population and Housing. /
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MORE THAN 7% PRIME

20 00 /X PRINL

|

LUt THAN 090 FRINE (SOME AREAS WET, SOME HILLY AND STEEP), BUT GREATER THAN 2% LAND OF ,
m STATENTDE EMPORTANCE

LESS THAN X PRIME (MOSTLY VERY SIONY, SHALLON, OR DROUGHTY SOILS:  SOME AREAS WILLY AND
STECE, CLOSELY ASSOCIATED WITH PARK USE), AND LESS THAN 2R LAKL OF STATEWIDE INPORTANCE
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Type 6 Rural counties- limited urban influence

| 70 - S | N
AVERAGE PERCENTAGE OF LAND IN AGRICULTURE

IN NEW YORK STATE 1950-1980
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CHANGE IN DEBT-TO- ASSLT RATIO IN THE FARMING SECTOR
NEW, YORK 'STATE, 1972-1982

o

Percent
22

20,

18

1972 . 1974 1976 1978 ‘1980 - 1982

NET FARM INCOME AS A PERCENT OF GROSS FARM INCOME IN NEW YORK STATE
" 1962 - 1980

L]

Percent

30

25

20

15

10

62 64 66 68 70 72 74 76 78 80

Source:; New York Agricultural Statistics 1982, New York Crop Reporting
Service and U.8. Department of Agriculture Statistical Reporting

Service, June, 1983.
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! CHANGE TN AMOUNT OF FARMLAND HARVESTED
IN NEW YORK STATE COUNTLLS
1978 - 1982

'
!
i
|
Increage
- Creater than 5,000 acres
B 1000 to 5,000 acres
Decrease /
7] 1,000 to 5,000 acres
Eéﬂ Greater than 5,000 acres
kugentially No Change
;3{7 L;J + 1,000 acres

P

IERJk:‘ Sourcar U.h. Dept. of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 1982 Census of Agriculture, Preliminary Report. 1983,

IToxt Provided by ERI



CHANGE TN HARVESTED CROPLAND IN NEW YORK STATE COUNTIES, 1978 TO 1982

»

Rural Countles

Allegany
Cattaraugus,
Cayuga \
Chautauqua
Chemung
Chenango
Clinton
Columblia
Cortland
Delaware
Fssex
Franklin
Fulton
Genesgee
Greene
Hami lton
Herkimer
Jefferaon
Lewls
livingston
Madison
Montgomery
Ontarlo
Orleans
Oswego
Otsego
Putnam
Rensselaer
St. Lawrence
Saratoga
Schenectady
Schoharie
Schuyler
Seneca
Steuben
Sullivan
Tioga
Tompkins
Ulstar
Warren
Washington
Wayne
Wyoming
Yates

Metropolitan Counties

Albhany
Bronx
Broome
Dutchess
Erie
Kings
Monroe
Nassau
New York
Nia§ana
Onelda
Onondaga
Orvange
Queans
Richmond
Rockland
Suffolk
Westchester

SUMMARY ¢
Rural Counties

Metropolitan Counties

New York Stgtﬂ

1982
(Acres)
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NEW YORK’S RANKING IN SELECTED AGRICULTURAL PRODVCTS, 1982

NEW YORK RANK LEADING STATE LEADING COUNTY

Field Crops:

Corn for silage 3 Wisconsin St. Lawrence
Corn for grain 19 Iowa . Cayuga
Oats 10 South Dakota Cayuga
Winter wheat 32 Kunsas Ontario
Potatoes . 10 Idaho Suffolk
Dry Beans ¢ 9 Michigan NA
Alfalfa hay 13 Wisconsiln NA
Other hay 4 Texas NA
All hay 11 Wisconsin NA
Fruits and Vegetables:
Apples 2 Washington Wayne
\w/arerrles, gweet 5 Washington Niagara
Cherries, tart 2 Michigan Wayne
Peaghes 15 California Niagara
Pearns 4 California Niagara
Grapes 3 California Chautauqua
‘Strawberries 6 California NA
Carrots 9 California NA
Cauliflower 3. California NA
Celery 4 California NA
Lettuce - 6 California NA
Onions 4 Califorrnia Orange
Sweet corn 2 Florida NA
Tomatoes 7 Florida NA
Green peas, processing 5 Wisconsin NA
Snap beans, processing 3 Wisconsin NA
Sweet corn, processing 7 Michigan NA
Livestock and Livestock Products:
M{ 1k production 3 Wisconsin Jefferson
Veal calves 1 New York NA
Cattlg and calves 33 "Texas St. Lawrence
Hogs and pigs 31 Towa NA
Sheep and lambs 29 Texas NA
Poultry 17 Arkansas NA
Ducks 3 North Carolina  NA
Egg production 13 Caltfornia NA
Other:
Maple syrup 2 Vermont NA

nources: New York Agricultural Statistics 1982, New York Crop Reporting Service
and .5, Department of Apriculture Statistical Reporting Service, June, 1983;
several stabdisticians at both New York State Department of Agriculture and

Markets and U.84D.A, Statistical Reporting Service.
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Percent of Annual Per Capita Consumption

~ Food Group 1962 1967 1972 1977 1982
Meat 10,7% 11.5% 11.9% 11.9% 10.9%
Poultry 2.7% 3.37% 3.7% 3.9% 4,77
Fish 1.0% 1.0% 1.2% 1.2% 1.2%
Eggs 3.0% 3.0% 2.8% 2.4% 2.4%
Dalry products, including

butter 26,0% 24,9% 24.,0% 22.8% 21.9%
Fats and olls, excluding. ' \

butter 3.0% 3.4 3.7% 3.7% 4,07
Fruits, fresh and processed 9.5% 9.62 9.3% 9.,7% 9.6%
Melons 1.8% 1.87% 1.7% 177 1.8%
Vegetables ' 14,3% 14,47 « 14,5% 14,97 15.0%
Potators and sweet potatoes 6.8% 6.0% 5.9% 5.9% 5.8%
Beans, peas, nuts, and .

soya products 1.2% Le2% 1.1% 1.27% 1.3%
Flour id cereal products 10.62% 10,5% 10.1% 10,67 10,92
Sugars and other sweeteners 8.1% 8.3% 9.0% 9.47% 9,77
Coffee, tea, and cocoa L2 1.2 1.% 072 0.8%
Total 100.0% 100;62 100.0% 100.0% 100,07

N

Source: Food Consum tion, Pricea, and Expenditures, 1962-82,

Research Service, 1983,

- USDA Economic

FOOD EXPENDITURES AS PERCENT OF DISPOSABLE INCOME, 1975-1982

[
)

o e Py e

Jnurce Nationdl tnod Revwew. bprinq 1983

B L

-2131

v St Y & S o e

" Total Total '
Food, Food, Food Except Alcohol1c Beverages
Beverages Except Away
and Other Alcoholic At From ’
Year  f{iroceries Beverages Home Home
1975 , 22.8 16.9 12.7. 4.2
1976 N 16.8 12.5 4.3
1977 22.2 16.5 12.2 4.3
1978 21.8 16.3 12.0 4.3
1979 21.9 16.5 12.1 4.4
1980 - 21.8 16.4 12.1 4.3
1981 21.5 16.2 12.0 4.2
lquz 21 2 16.1 11.7 4.4



CHANGES IN PROPORTION OF FARM TYPES IN NEW YORK, 1974 T0 1978

€.

Number of Farms Acres in Farms
4 (Percent of Total) (Percent of Total)
Classification of Farms '
By Principal Product (a) 1974 1978 1974 1978
Cash Grains 9,1% 6.1% 8.6% 7.1%
Field Crops 7.2%  16.5% 6.7% 12,97
Vegetables and Melons . 3.8% 4,17 2.7% 2.87%
Fruits and Tree Nuts 7.2% 6.6% 3.5% 3.4%
Horticultural Speclalties b.4% 3.5% 0.67% 0.6%
General Farms, Primarily -
Crops 1.8% 4.3% 2,07 3.2%
Livestock Except Poultry,
Dairy, and Animal
Speclalties 9.0% 21.47% 6.8% 13.5%
Dﬂiry ' ) 53 .6% 31-4% 66-6% 53-4%
'i% Poultry and Eggs | : 1.8% 1.8% 0.7% 0.7%
' Animal Specialties 1.2% 2.9% 0.6% 1.0%
General Farms, Primarily ‘
Livestock 0.3% 1.47 0.3% 1,3%
Farms Not Classifled 0.6% ‘0.0% ‘0.9% - 0.07

Totals: : 100.0%  100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

(a) Standard Industrial Classification

Source: U.S., Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, Census of
Agriculture, New York, 1974 and 1978.
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CHANGES IN PROPORTION OF FARM'SAEES IN NEW YORK, 1978 TO 1982 (a)
. ' : 1978 1978 ' 1982 . 1982
Agricultural Product: - ($1000) Percent’ (51000) Percent

Gratns 9,577 5.1% 157,864 6.5%
Hay, sllage, and field X '

seeds. 65,170 3.5% 52,545 2.2%
Vegetables,'sweet corn, ' g o .

and meélons 104,246 5.6% 14%,633 5.9%
Fruits, nuts, and berries - 136,202 7.3% 146,957 .17
Nursery and greenhouse '

products . 92,582 5.0% 108,016 C4J5%
Other crops ' 42,553 2.3% 49,186 2.07%
Poultry and poultry, '

products 102,974 5.5% 116,657 4e8%
Dalry products 1,001,514 53.8% 1,387,441 57.2%
Cattle and calves- 178,047 9.6% 196,201 8.1% .
Sheep, lambs, and wool 2,033 0.1% 2,732 0.1%
Hogs and plgs 13,846 0.7% 16,965 . 0.7%
Other llvestock and Lo

ltvestock products : 27,521" l.5% 49,004 2.0%

(a) The 1978 Census of A%riculture data have been retabulated to conform with

TOTALS: 1,861,265 100.07% 2,426,201 100.0%

1982 Census data, which are slightly less complete. No estimates were
made of numbers and characteristics of farms missing from the 1982 Census

/mail list, althou§h these estimates were made in 1978, Only the 1978 mail

. Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Censuy

list enumeration Is included here to make the 1978 and 198? data comparable.

21

lﬁéSZ‘Ceﬁuus of
Agriculture, Preliminary Report, New York. December, 1483ui_,f
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AGRICULTURE AND RELATED INDUSTRY EMPLOYMENT
IN NEW YORK STATE COUNTIES, 1978

Percent of Total County. Employment

.
N

Erratum: AN

Monroe Couﬁty shoulé not
be¢ shaded black., 1t
should be shoyn as white.,

.0..!:“.00

Percent of Céuﬁpy Emplqushg:
[]o-e6x

£ 7 - 122 , .

B 13 -~ 19z

B 20 - 25% o

B 6% or higher




AGRICULTURE AND RELATED INDUSTRY EMPLOYMENT IN NEW YOI;“STATE, 1978 .

;

EMPLOYMENT SECTOR (a) RURAL METRGPOLITAN/ NEW YORK STATE
i COUNTIES COUNTIES .

Production and Agriculture

Services: . ’
Farm Employment 121,802 40,579 ~ 162,381
Agricultural Services, " |
Forestry, & Fisheries 1,569 - 8,609 ' ‘0,178
Manufacturing: ' L
Food & Kindred Products ' 19,716 . 55,305 75,021
Lumber & Wood Products 6,312 8,409 14,721
Paper & Allled Products . = 15,100 30,566 45,666
Agricultural Chemicals 105 86 ‘ 391
Leather & Leather . . ﬂ.
Products ’ 6,347 204921 27,268
. /
Wholesale Trade: /

!
i

Farm & Garden Machinery Lo
1,586 2,133 3,719

and Equipment . .

Grocery & Related Products ' 4,778 44,446 49,224

Farm-product Raw Matérials 153 2,548 2,701

Farm Supplies 2,365 /; 2,649 5,014 °
Retail: . : , ‘

Food Stores 26,676 - 140,158 166,834

Florists 216 / 4,214 4,430
TOTALS: (b) 206,725 / 360,823 567,548

PERCENT OF TOTAL: . 36.42 63.6% 100.0%

v

a) Farm employment was taken from U.S. Department of Commerce 1978 Census

of Agriculture, Volume 1, New York, and includes farm operators and -all full-
and part-time hired farm workers. All other employment categories are based
on Standard Industrial Classifications reported in U.S. Department of Commerce
County Business Patterns 1978, New York. In many ‘instances, data were withheld
to avoid disclosure of operations of individual employers, but were available
by distribution of employment-size class. In these cases the lowest value in
the size class range was used. Consequently, all nonfarm employment numbers
represent minimum estimates, '

b) The totals for agriculture industry and related employment in New York State

do not include agriculture-related transportation, finance, insurance,
real estate, education, extension, and public administration employment.

36
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Total

Agriculture=-
Related

‘Employment

Related
Retailing

Agriculture-

Agriculture-
. Related
Wholesaling

Related

Agriculture-
Manufacturing

.

Production
& Services

EMPLOYMENT IN AGRICULTURE AND RELATED INDUSTRIES IN- NEW YORK STATE COUNTIES, 1978
Agricultural ‘

Rural Counties
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AGRICULTURE-RELATED EMPLOYMENT (QOMPARED TO TOTAL EMPLOYMENT IN NEW YORK COUNTIES, 1978

/
. : Total Total Agriculture-
Agriculture- County Related
Related Employment Employment:
Employment % of County

Rural Cduntias

Allegany
e e e CACEAYAUGUS . e e
Cayuga '
Chautauqua / l
Chemung
Chenango
..Clinton
Columbia
Cortland
Delaware
Essex '
Franklin
. Fulton
Genesee
Creene
Hami{lton
Horkimer
Jefferson
Lewis
Livingston
Madison
Montgomery
“ Ontarlo
Orleans .
Oswego
Otsego
Putnam
Rensselaer _
St. Lawrence
" Saratoga
Schenectady
Schoharie
Schuyler
,Seneca
Steuben
Sullivan
Tioga
Tompkins
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Metropolitan Counties

Albany 10,418 - 121,171 9%

Bronx 19,221 480,730 YA

Broome 7,712 ‘92,563 8% .
Dutchess 6,280 93,628 - 7%

E!'ie 34 'SS[‘ 412'316 8’0
. Kings 43,054 885,813} S%

Monroe 19,380 301,389 6% .
Nassau 29,760 578,247 5%

New York 45,812 528,320 9%

' Niagara 11,842 91,488 132
Onelda 10,289 96,450 117
Onondaga 15,908 194,061 8%
Orange 11,944 92,407 137
Queens 38,421 755,533 . 5% N
{1 chmond 3,596 131,604 kYA

"Rockland 4,574 103,717 . 47
Suffolk 29,297 538,636 57
Westchester 18,761 398,157 5%
SUMMARY:

Rural GCounties 206,725 1,188,567 177%

Metropolitan Countles 360,823 5,896,230 67
New York State 567,548 - 7,084,797 © 8%

SOURCES:  New York State Department of Labor, Division of Research and Statiatics;
1978 Censun of Agriculture, New York; County Business Patterns 1978, New York,

-27-
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TRENDS IN NEW YORK STATE FOOD_MANUFACTURINC SECTOR
1972 TO 1981 '

f 90,000
wsssesr Employees
2000
Number 80,000 Number
of of
Firms Employees
1500 :
70,000
1000 60,000
1972 . 1975 1978 . 1981

Source!: County Business Patterns, New York. U.S. Department of Commerce,
Bureau of the Census. 1972 to 1981.‘ : .

VALUE ADDED IN THE MANUFACTURE OF FOOD PRODUCTS
COMPARED TO OTHER MANUFACTURING INDUSTRIES:
TNEW YORK AND THE UNITED STATES, "1977

Value Added ’
per Employee

' $40,000 !f“WH | | ////

ml N :

20,000 ,

Food -Products

-

. "All Other Products

1,000

i

New York United States

Agrleultural [oonomitq Resoat 1/ﬁuiletin 81-3, 1981,

/48- 39

Source: M.S5. Law. New York bta%g Pbod Industry, Cornell University
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Agriculture Induetry Related Resesrch
and Development: Facilities a)

ADVANCEMENT OF A POTENT AGRICULTURK

INDUSTRY RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT NETWORK L. NY§ Ar%;cﬁgmi Pperiment Station,
" " A | TATE ar ractory -
(ILLUSTRATIVE FACII I;I:’I:(:) IN NEW YORK S ) 2. Alfred Aezloulturay and Tochnical ol lege

3. NYS Agricultural Experiment Station

4, Cornell University

5. Boyce Thampson Institute for Plant Research

6. Agricultural Experiment Station

7. Agway Farm Research Center

8. Morrisville Agricultural and 'I‘echniml
College

9. SINY College of Fnvironmental Science and
. Foregtry

10. U.5.D.A, Agricultural Stabilization and
Conservation Service*

4. U.S.D.A. Soil Conservation Service*

12, Canton Agricultural and Technical College

13, Miner Center

14, Paul Smith’s College

15, NYS Department of Envirommental Conservation

16, NYS Department of Agriculture and Markets

17. NYS Department of Health

18. Cobleskill Agricultural and Technical

5
.
{
. | . S , o P College
’ el SN et o | o | ey B 19, Delht Agricultural and Technical College
O B T 7 el | 20. Institute of Feosystem Studies \
L |
|

T~ Jr(_}u.mcum\,ro\) rosaiasm b 21

\-18T ,/

/A

15,46 o b

NYS Agricultural Experiment Station Hudson

Valley lab

22, Brooklyn Botanical Research Center,

23, New York Aquarium

24, Farmingdale Agricultural and Teclmical
College

25, SINY at Stony Brook Marine Sclences
Research Center

26, Long Island Horticultural Rescarch lab

( ACHOHARN \

[ALEY QU 3 )

P s — 2

hy5,6

a) Tncludes forestry and aquaculture
* County offices not shown
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